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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed 2/7/05 to the 
application filed on 6/19/01, priority 6/29/00. 

2. Claims 1-2, 11-12 are canceled. 

3. Claims 18-21 are added. 

4. Claims 3-10, 13-21 are pending in the case. Claims 18-21 are independent 
claims. 

5. The rejections of claims 1-2, 11-12 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Legh-Smith in view of Zhai have been withdrawn in view of the 
cancellation of claims 1-2, 11-12. 

6. The rejections of claims 3-7, 9-10, 13-17 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Legh-Smith in view of Zhai have been withdrawn in view of the 
amendment. 

7. The rejection of claim 8 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Legh-Smith and Zhai as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Lai has been 
withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

Priority 

8. Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

9. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

10. Claims 3-10, 13-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, because 
the specification, while being enabling for rejecting an electronic document based on the 
assigned priority to each document, does not reasonably provide enablement for 
rejecting documents including an item that does not meet the target value, extracting a 
score from the criteria table to add the extracted score to the score counter for each of 
the documents that are not rejected, and assigning a priority to each of the documents 
that are not rejected. The specification does not enable any person skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to use the invention 
commensurate in scope with these claims. 

The specification discloses a document classification system for classifying documents 
based on the scores of the items, included in the documents, corresponding to criterion 
stored in a criteria table. The scores of the items are added up and stored in the score 
counter of each document. A priority is assigned to a document based on the value of 
the score counter of each document. Then, the classification system 
determines whether the electronic document is acceptable based on the assigned 
priority, and if it is determined that the electronic document needs to be rejected, the 
classification system generates an electronic email for a rejection notice (specification, 
Summary of the invention, page 2, line 1 1 to page 3, line 11). 
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Therefore, it is clear whether or not a document is rejected is due to the assigned 
priority, not due to the fact that the document includes an item that does not meet the 
target value as recited in independent claim 20 (and corresponding system claim 18). 
Accordingly, it appears that " extracting from the criteria table a score ... score counter" 
and " extracting from the partner table a score ... score counter" and " assigning , in 
accordance .. , a priority .." in claim 20 for each of documents that are not rejected is not 
reasonable. 

Additionally, there is no score included in the partner table as disclosed in the 
specification (page 1 1 , lines 7-10) and figure 4C. Therefore, it is unable to extract the 
score from the partner table as in claims 18 and 20. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
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consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a). 

13. Claims 3-7, 9-10, 13-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Legh-Smith et al. (US pat No. 6,178,419 B1, 1/23/01, filed 5/6/98) in 
view of Zhai (US Pat App Pub No. 2003/0040930 A1 , 2/27/03, 6/5/02, priority 1 1/2/99) 
and Puram et al. (US Pat No 6,289,340 B1 , 9/1 1/01 , filed 8/3/99). 

Regarding independent claim 20, Legh-Smith discloses: 

- comparing the value of the item with the target value to reject documents 
including an item that does not meet the target value (col 7, lines 60-67: 
weighting of the keywords, where the keywords are the items of the documents, 
to see how relevant the keywords are to its associated categories implies a 
comparison the keywords with the category, which is considered a target value, 
to see if the document is relevant to the category to reject the relevancy of the 
document) 

- for each of documents that are not rejected, extracting the criteria score 
corresponding to the value of the item to add the extracted score to the score 
counter (col 7, lines 60-67 and col 1 1 , lines 14-32: scoring each item in a 
document such as title, heading based on the weighting value; col 1 1 , lines 33- 
36: summing the scores of the items in each document shows that the obtained 
score for each item is added to the score value of each document) 
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- wherein the method further comprises the step of assigning, in accordance with a 
value of the score counter, a priority to each of the documents that are not 
rejected (col 6, lines 8-37: the cut-off point indicating that if a page, or an 
electronic document, has score above the cut-off point value, the page is put in 
the database, implies that the score is the priority assigned to the page) 

Legh-Smith does not disclose that the predetermined criteria is stored in a criteria table. 
Zhai discloses that the profile scoring mechanism assigns a score to any document with 
respect to the profile where the score represents the relevance of the document to a 
user criteria defined by the profile disclosed in a table ([0013], [0018]). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith since Zhai provides a table for 
disclosing the user criteria defined by the profile thus motivating to incorporate in Legh- 
Smith a table for storing the predetermined criteria to easily access the criteria in the 
table for scoring documents. 
Legh-Smith and Zhai do not disclose: 

- for each of documents that are not rejected, extracting from the partner table a 
score evaluated for attributes of a partner from which the document is received, 
to add the extracted score to the score counter 

Puram discloses a table including items for ranking and scoring skills of a candidate 
where the scores in the table can be used to determine the rate charged by each 
candidate to market rates to identify the best candidates (figures 1 1a-b, col 7, line 5 to 
col 9, line 10). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have combined Puram into Legh-Smith and Zhai for the following reason. 
The table of ranking and scoring skills of candidates in Puram provides scores based 
evaluating the skills of candidates where the scores are used, which implies to be 
extracted, for determining the rate charged for each candidate. The Puram table, thus, 
motivates to apply to Legh-Smith and Zhai for a partner table since the skill score is 
analogous to the attribute scores of the partner, and scores used for determining the 
rate charge for each candidate is analogous to scores extracted for determining the 
priority of the document. The combination of Puram into Legh-Smith and Zhai would 
provide a way for efficiently classifying documents based on the score data organized 
and evaluated in the data table and the assigned priorities to the documents. 

Regarding claim 21, which is dependent on claim 20, Legh-Smith does not disclose: 

- the criteria table further stores a target value score that is to be satisfied by the 
electronic documents 

- wherein the method further comprises the steps of: 

o setting a recommendation flag in electronic documents having the score 
counter that has a value greater than the target score 

o extracting the electronic documents in which the recommendation flag is 
set 

Zhai discloses: 
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- the criteria table further stores a target value score that is to be satisfied by the 
electronic documents ([0015]: ([0015]: the score threshold which is used for 
deciding to accept or reject documents, is equivalent to the target value score to 
be satisfied the electronic documents) 

- wherein the method further comprises the steps of: 

o setting a recommendation flag in electronic documents having the score 
counter that has a value greater than the target score ([0015], [0022]: 
delivering accepted documents yielding a score above the score threshold 
implies that a flag for recommending the accepting of the document is set 
in programming for delivering process) 
o extracting the electronic documents in which the recommendation flag is 
set ([001 5,[0022]): delivering the accepted document to the user shows 
that said document is extracted from a corpus of documents) 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith for efficiently providing a requested 
document to users based on the evaluation of items within documents and a target 
value deciding the relevancy of the document to a selected criteria. 

Regarding claim 13, which is dependent on claim 20, Legh-Smith and Zhai do not 
disclose explicitly that the criteria table is provided corresponding to the kind of 
electronic document. 
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However, Legh-Smith discloses that the data is stored in the database tables, the 
categories are stored in the categories tables, and the weighting values are provided to 
judge the relevance of a document to a category (col 7, lines 26-67). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have modified Legh-Smith to include a criteria table that corresponds to 
the kind of electronic document for the following reason. Legh-Smith discloses the 
database tables for storing data thus motivating to use a database table in Legh-Smith 
to store the weighting values, which is considered equivalent to criteria, since these 
values are the standard forjudging the relevance of a document to a category. 

Regarding claim 14, which is dependent on claim 20, Legh-Smith discloses that the 
network is the Internet (col 5, line 66 to col 6, line 7: retrieving a WWW page shows that 
the network is the Internet). 
Legh-Smith further discloses: 

- providing an input form page in which a user inputs the contents of the electronic 
document (col 5, line 66 to col 6, line 7: the fact that a WWW page is retrieved 
shows that the contents of the electronic document is provided in a form page) 

Legh-Smith does not disclose: 

- activating a transfer of the electronic document in response to a click of a button 
provided on the input form page 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Legh-Smith to include activating a transfer of the 



Application/Control Number: 09/886,340 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2178 

electronic document in response to a click of a button provided in the input form page 
for the following reason. It was well known in the art in Netscape or Internet Explorer 
that a web page can have buttons such as Submit, Back, or Print to submit an online 
form, to go back to the previous page or to print the current web page. It is easy to 
recognize that by clicking on the Print button, the current web page is transferred to the 
connected printer to print the current web page as requested. The combination of such 
the buttons in a web page for performing some predefined functions such as printing or 
submitting data to Legh-Smith would provide an effective way of presenting the 
interaction between users and the websites in the Internet. 

Regarding claim 15, which is dependent on claim 20, Legh-Smith discloses activating 
an internal process in response to a request provided by a user, the internal process 
including at least one of inquiry, approval, modification, e-mail generation and printing 
process (col 8, lines 54-65: by clicking on the Submit button, a user submit a query for a 
search). 

Regarding claim 16, which is dependent on claim 15, Legh-Smith does not disclose that 
the internal process includes a printing process, and wherein, in response to a request 
for printing the electronic document, layout the contents of the electronic document on 
paper in accordance with the size of the paper. 

However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Legh-Smith to include a printing process as an 
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internal process since it was well known in the art that the Print feature is provided in 
the Internet Explorer or Netscape for user to request a print where the size of the paper 
and the layout of the document is selected by a user. The combination of the printing 
process as in Internet Explorer and Netscape as said to Legh-Smith would provide a 
convenient tool for user to print an electronic document with a selected layout and a 
selected size of paper. 

Regarding claim 17, which is dependent on claim 15, Legh-Smith discloses that the 
internal process is performed via interaction between a user and a personal computer 
(col 8, lines 54-65: clicking on the Submit button by a user to submit a query for a 
search shows the interaction between a user and a personal computer). 

Claims 3-7, 18 are for a system of method claims 13-17, 20 and are rejected under the 
same rationale. 

Regarding claim 9, which is dependent on claim 18, Legh-Smith does not disclose: 

- a determination result storage for storing the value of the assigned priority for 
each of the electronic documents 

- wherein the controller is further configured to provide a page in which a user can 
modify the value of the assigned priority 
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- wherein the controller is further configured to update the value of the assigned 
priority stored in the determination result storage in response to an instruction for 
modification provided by the user on the page 

Zhai discloses: 

- a determination result storage for storing the value of the assigned priority for 
each of the electronic documents (abstract, [0013]: the profile scoring 
mechanism assigns a score to any document where the score represents the 
relevance of the document to a user criteria defined by the profile, this implies 
that the scores assigned to each document are stored, and since the assigned 
scores are used for ranking the documents, the scores are considered the 
assigned priority for each electronic document) 

- wherein the controller is further configured to provide a page in which a user can 
modify the value of the assigned priority ([0013]: the fact that the profile score 
threshold can be updated shows that the value of the assigned priority, which is 
the score threshold is modified) 

- wherein the controller is further configured to update the value of the assigned 
priority stored in the determination result storage in response to an instruction for 
modification provided by the user on the page ([0013], [0023], [0025]: updating 
the value of the assigned score according to the profile, which is equivalent to the 
result storage) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith since Zhai discloses 
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storing the assigned scores, using these scores for ranking documents, and updating 
the score values considered as priorities of documents thus motivating to incorporate 
these features in Legh-Smith for providing to users the updated data of the stored 
priorities assigned to the electronic documents according to the changes of the numbers 
of documents received at a certain time. 

Regarding claim 10, which is dependent on claim 18, Legh-Smith does not disclose a 
history data storage for storing the progress relating to the electronic document and a 
page where a user can check on the progress of handling the electronic documents. 
Zhai discloses a history data storage for storing the progress relating to the electronic 
document and a page where a user can check on the progress of handling the 
electronic documents ([0023]-[0026]: the documents, the scores, the profile and the 
threshold are added in the historical training data for the system implies a history data 
storage that stores data relating to the document during the updating progress where a 
user can retrieve these data for checking). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have combined Zhai into Legh-Smith since Zhai discloses a history data 
storage for storing the data of the updating process providing the advantage to 
incorporate such a history storage into Legh-Smith for conveniently checking the 
changes of data in many update times as well as easily reconstructing data based on 
the recorded data. 
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Claims 18-19 are for a system of method claims 20-21 , and are rejected under the 
same rationale. 

14. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Legh- 
Smith and Zhai as applied to claim 18 above, and further in view of Lai (US Pat App No. 
2001/0037290 A1 , 1 1/1/01 , filed 2/26/01 , priority 5/24/00). 

Regarding claim 8, which is dependent on claim 18, Legh-Smith and Zhai disclose 
determining whether the electronic document is acceptable based on the assigned 
priority (Legh-Smith: col 11, lines 33-46, col 6, lines 1-19; Zhai: [0021]). 
Legh-Smith and Zhai do not disclose generating an electronic email for a rejection 
notice if it is determined that the electronic document is not acceptable, and to generate 
an electronic email for an acceptance notice if it is determined that the electronic 
document is acceptable. 

Lai discloses using email for notifying a consumer if the consumer's application is 
accepted or rejected ([0030]: ".. the consumer's application is rejected and the 
consumer is notified by email in an email rejection step 104... The consumer is notified 
by email in a confirmation step 1 14 if the consumer's application is accepted"). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have combined Lai into Legh-Smith and Zhai since Lai teaches 
using email for notifying a consumer the rejection or the acceptance of his/her 
application providing the advantage to incorporate using email for a rejection notice or 
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an acceptance notice since emailing is a fast and convenient tool for noticing people 
over the network rather than using the traditional mailing that cost stamp and mailing 
time. 

Response to Arguments 

15. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 3-10, 13-17 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Applicants state that the new independent claims 18-21 now include new various 
recitations different from the claimed limitations presented before. Among these 
recitations are comparing the value of the item with the target value to reject documents 
including an item that does not meet the target value, extracting from the criteria table a 
score corresponding to the value of the item to add the extracted score to the score 
counter, extracting from the partner table a score evaluated for attributes of a partner 
from which the document is received to add the extracted score to the score counter, 
and assigning a priority to the document in accordance with the value of the score 
counter, where the steps of extracting and assigning are applied to the documents that 
are not rejected. Applicants argue that the cited references do not disclose or even 
suggest the claimed invention (Remarks, pages 11-12). 

Examiner respectfully disagrees. 

As mentioned in the 112, first paragraph rejection above, whether or not a document is 
rejected due to the assigned priority, not due to the fact that the document includes 
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an item that does not meet the target value as recited in new independent claim 20 (and 
new corresponding system claim 18). Therefore, it is unable that the steps of extracting 
and assigning are performed on documents that are not rejected. This also contradicts 
to the summary of the invention (specification, page 2, line 1 1 to page 3, line 1 1 ) where 
the priority assignment is based on the total score summed up from the scores of the 
items included in a document and the rejection of a document is based on the assigned 
priority. Additionally, there is no score included in the partner table as disclosed in the 
specification (page 1 1 , lines 7-10) and figure 4C. Therefore, it is unable to extract the 
score from the partner table as in claims 1 8 and 20. 

The newly cited references, in combination, disclose and suggest the claimed invention. 
See the claim rejections. 

Conclusion 

16. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Fox et al. (US Pat No. 5,832,456, 1 1/3/98). 

Shmueli et al. (US Pat No. 6,442,555 B1, 8/27/02 filed 10/26/99) 

Breitzman et al. (US Pat No. 6,175,824 B1, 1/16/01, filed 7/14/99). 

Sanders (US Pat No. 6,411,936 B1, 6/25/02, filed 2/5/99). 

Jacobson et al. (US Pat App No. 2003/0036963 A1 , 2/20/03, filed 1/22/01 , priority 

11/20/00). 

1 8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cong-Lac Huynh whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4125. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (8:30-6:00). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-4125. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Cong-Lac Huynh 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2178 
05/12/05 



